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University of Minnesota. Morris
Campus Assembly Meeting
10 October 1988
The campus assembly met on Monday. October 10. at 4 p.m. in the Science
Auditorium.
Announcements
Imholte announced the following enrollment figures:
Total enrollment: 2 1 021 compared to 1967 last year
Freshmen: 582 compared to 660 last year
Transfers: 64 compared to 86 last year
Adult Specials: 4 compared to 13 last year
Returning students: 1324 compared to 1155 last year
Intercampus transfers: 31 compared to 31 last year
Readmits: 16 compared to 22 last year
Males: 910 compared to 911 last year
Females: 1111 compared to 1056 last year
There will be no public announcement of enrollment figures until the end of
the week.
Ahern informed the assembly that the chancellor had just become a grandfather.
Agenda
I. The minutes of May 16. 1988 1 were approved.
II. For Act i on. From the Curriculum Committee.
assembly by-laws:

Proposed changes in the

a. Drop the Seminar & Independent Study Committee
Grant said this constituted the deletion of one committee. but the
addition of two. He is aware of at least one person who is chairing
one committee. serving on another. and now has an assignment on one of
the new committees. resulting in multiple obligations. Imholte didn't
believe this to be accurate. The people tentatively suggested for the
new committees are on no other committee. and faculty will not be
asked to serve on more than one committee.
The proposal to drop the Seminar
approved by voice vote.

&

Independent Study Committee was

b. Add the General Education Committee as an adjunct committee.
Peterson asked what proportion of the vote is necessary for this item
to pass. Imholte said that the by-laws may be amended by majority
vote of the membership of the assembly.
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Straw spoke against the amendment. He said instead of simply limiting
faculty participation to one committee, he thought it would be a good
idea if some portion of the faculty didn't have to serve on any
committees. This committee would be subservient to the Curriculum
Committee (CC). If one examines the make-up of the committee, there
is a good deal of overlap. This is a waste of time and people. He
felt that the CC should undertake the work proposed for the General
Education Committee (GEC).
Blake said this was a major point of discussion within the CC. There
were arguments both ways. One reason for separate committees is that
UMM now has a general education curriculum. There are components of
this that are interdisciplinary and do not fall within the divisions.
There is no governance group to oversee these areas. Also, the CC has
a very heavy load. It does process various items, but does not
involve itself in the creation of new projects. The CC found it very
difficult to serve as both committees. Dividing the load would be
helpful.
Gremmels pointed out that adjunct committees were not designed to do
this kind of work. They are two-year committees with membership
assigned for one year. General Education is an important matter, and
the CC is to deal with all curricular matters. If it cannot handle
its workload, then it should divest itself of some other activities.
No curricular item on campus is more controversial right now than the
new general education curriculum. It is not appropriate to assign
this matter to an adjunct committee.
Peterson said the powers of the proposed GEC usurp what was previously
held by the disciplines. Proposals are now to go to the GEC before
they go to the divisions. The powers are too broadly based and too
powerful for an adjunct committee.
Guyotte sees the function of the GEC as doing work that would
otherwise be done by the CC. Having the CC as the body the GEC
reports to ensures that material still comes to the assembly from the
CC. The CC should be able to delegate a portion of its work to the
GEC. There are adequate safeguards and it is a good idea to alleviate
some of the work of the CC.
Blake pointed out that proposals would go from the disciplines to the
GEC, but then back to the.divisions for a chance at modification
before going to the CC.
Gremmels pointed out that according to the constitution, adjunct
committees can bring business directly to the Executive Committee. He
has no objection if the CC wants to handle this by use of a
subcommittee or by bringing in extra people. He does object to
setting up an adjunct committee with the constituency recommended and
giving it the powers recommended in the proposal.
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E. Klinger said the responsibilities appear to be heavy for the first
few years. but would probably become minimal after that. The
committee might be constructed more appropriately as a task force
which could then go out of business. although an adjunct committee can
also do just that.
Peterson said he had just returned from sabbatical to find out that he
needed to respond to the criteria laid down by the GEC. Now he finds
that this committee is yet to be formed and the assembly has not even
debated the general education criteria. From where did the criteria
come? Blake replied that it came from the GEC to the CC and CC action
is authorized by policies voted on by the assembly.
Ahern noted that the proposal clearly says that recommendations will
come to the CC. The reason the CC wants to create this new committee
is because there has been a change in the general education
requirements. This committee would be responsible to the CC. The
committee is not drawn up as representative of the four divisions. but
proposals are still reviewed by the divisions before going to the CC.
This is not an innovation.
Peterson said there has always been a general education requirement
without the need for a special committee. Proposals have come from
the disciplines and worked upwards. This process is in reverse.
Criteria have been defined as policy and handed down as imperative. by
a committee which has not yet been approved.
Campbell said the general education requirement has changed
drastically. It includes courses that have no disciplinary homes.
This proposal creates a committee and a method of bringing the
approval process to the assembly. He cited a point made by Jerry Gaff
who stated that to have a general education curriculum. it is
necessary to have a body or person who is responsible for it.
Hodgell felt that if it is necessary to establish this committee. then
it should be a knowledgeable body. It is too powerful a committee to
be made up of anyone but faculty.
Ahern referred to Gremmels suggestion about it being a subcommittee.
The way it is proposed here. it gives the Executive Committee the
responsibility of naming the committee membership. This is by design
to give the committee a broader view.
Hart called attention to the rationale on page 2. About midway
through the paragraph it says. "establish policies and procedures."
He would like to see that phrase amended to read "recommend policies
and procedures. 11 He believes this is what is intended. Blake pointed
out that the assembly is not voting on the rationale.
Hodgson said he is uneasy about the makeup of the committee. It could
easily end up with the two faculty and two students versus the four
division chairs. Ballou thought a larger percentage of the committee
should be made up of faculty and students. Blake said the original
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proposal included only two division chairs. This was amended in
committee discussions. The feeling was that all divisions should be
represented by their division chairs. Olson indicated that the chairs
were not necessarily pleased with the new version. and would have been
happy to draw straws determining which two could have been left off.
Ordway asked for an explanation of why civil service personnel should
have membership on the committee. Blake said that in general. civil
service staff were included on other committees. She explained that
civil service personnel are heavily affected by the work of many of
the committees and the point had been made that it is important to
have a liaison between the committees and the association.
Peterson called attention to B.1. of the proposal where it lists one
responsibility of the committee as "coordinating the general education
curriculum. assuring a coherent program and providing for exceptions
to the normal pattern." He felt it would be much better to say that
the committee should encourage variety rather than normalcy.
Gremmels asked if the assembly would debate the amendment pertaining
to adding a civil service person to the committee. Imholte said no.
Hodgell said it is important to explain to the assembly what an
abstention means. Imholte explained that in order to pass. the
proposal requires a majority of the votes cast. An abstention would
be the same as a no vote. Lammers said another way to consider an
abstention would be as no vote at all. Bezanson said it is important
to understand what constitutes a no vote. Imholte said he would raise
this issue with the Executive Committee and the parliamentarian. but
for purposes of this meeting. abstentions will count in the total of
votes cast. In other words. abstentions will count as a no vote.
Results of the vote to add the General Education Committee as an
adjunct committee:
In Favor:

50

Opposed:

25

Abstentions:

8

c. The proposal to add the Honors Program Committee as an adjunct
committee passed by voice vote.

III. The following changes were announced in committee assignment
recommendations:
Scholastic Committee: Replace Jim Togeas with Don Spring. Spring will
also serve as chair. Replace Vicky Demos with faculty member.
Faculty Development Committee:
Functions & Awards Committee:

Michael O'Reilly will serve as chair.
William Peterfi will serve as chair.

Student Academic Integrity Committee: Replace Don Spring with Vicente
Cabrera. Bradley Weakly-Goodman will serve as chair.
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Teacher Education Committee.

Edith Farrell will serve as chair.

The committee assignments with the above changes were approved by voice
vote.
IV. The list of special and elected committees for 1988-89 were presented for
information.
Imholte announced two student changes on the assembly.
Kalliomaa and Laura Lundgren for Adam Holm.

Alice Pegel for Brad

Blake asked about membership on the two committees approved at today's
meeting. Imholte said the Executive Committee will review the recommendations
for membership and they will be on the agenda for the next assembly meeting.
In the meantime. following precedent. the committees may proceed with their
business as soon as their membership is recommended by the Executive
Committee.
Hodgson asked if the students being replaced on the assembly also need to be
replaced on committees. Stuart said that MCSA would be making recommendations
concerning this.
Before adjourning the meeting. Imholte announced that things had gotten off to
a good start this fall. He has heard some extremely positive comments from
both faculty and students. This is in large part due to the number of
freshmen. although UMM did fudge a bit on this number. It had set 575 as the
goal. but did decide to admit 7 more students accounting for the 582 figure.
Actually. there were fewer transfers than anticipated helping to make the
total count 2021 instead of the estimated 2080. Imholte said he is
comfortable with the situation and feels that UMM is where it should be at
this time. Things are well in hand.
Spring asked if it is possible to propose a motion if it is not on the agenda.
Imholte said he could not recall any that have come from the floor and not
through the Executive Committee. Spring said much of what he has heard
indicates a dissatisfaction with the criteria sent out by the GEC. He would
like the Executive Committee to consider an open discussion of these
guidelines as an agenda item for an assembly meeting yet this quarter. He
thinks the criteria should be aired and discussed by the entire assembly.
Imholte indicated that Spring's suggestion will be considered by the Executive
Committee.
The meeting adjourned at 5:10 p.m.
Pat Tanner

